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11. Remarks 

Reconsideration and re-^examination of this application in view of the above 
amendments and the following remarks is herein respectfully requested. 

After entering this Amendment, claims 2-11 and 13-24 remain pending. 



aaim Rejections - 35 U. S. a § 102 

Claims 1-22 were rejected under 35 U.S,C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Publication No, 2001/0049602 to Walker (Walker). 

Claims 1 and 12 have been cancelled. The contents of claim 1 and 12 have 
been incorporated into previously dependent claims 23 and 24 respectively, 
therefore, no additional searching should be required. 

Claim 23 and 24 recite that the template includes a phrase and the portions of 
the transmission information are inserted into the phrase. The examiner contends 
that the context mle is the template. However, the context aile of Walker is merely a 
link between a word in the transmission text and a pronunciation. Clearly, the 
context rule does not include a phrase, where the transmitted text is inserted into the 
phrase. Rather, the context rule associates the pronunciation of a word or character 
in the transmission text based on an inferred topic of the text. Therefore, Walker 
does not teach each and every element of claims 23 and 24. Accordingly, applicants 
respectfully request withdraw of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b). 

Claims 2-11 and 13-22 depend from claims 23 or 24 and are, therefore, 
patentable for at least the same reasons given above in support of claims 23 and 24. 

In addition, claims 2 and 13 recite that the text speech generator is configured 
to randomly select a template. The examiner relies on paragraph [0028] in rejecting 
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Claims 2 and 13. However, paragraph [0028] does not disclose randomly selecting a 
template or even randomly applying a context rule. Rather, the context rule is 
applied based on the text that is presented to the system in Walker. Therefore, the 
same text being provided as input will produce the same context rule being applied. 
Therefore, nothing in Walker teach or even suggests randomly selecting a template. 

Further, claims 3 and 14 recite wherein the speech text-to-speech generator 
is configured to select a template based on a counter. As such, the text-to-speech 
generator indexes through each of the plurality of predetermined templates. The 
examiner relies on paragraph [00331 to reject claims 3 and 14. However, paragraph 
[0033] does not at all discuss a counter or indexing through templates or even the 
context rule of Walker. As such. Walker cannot teach selecting the template based 
on a counter, as defined in claims 3 and 14. 

With respect to claims 5-9. and 15-20 the examiner generally seems to 
indicate ttiat the rule could be a music context mie, artist context mie, or next step 
Information context rule. However, Walker does not at all discuss such context mles. 
In addition, Walker is generally related to text documents that are provided over a 
telephone netwo*. not a media transmission system such a satellite radio receiver. 
Since Walker feils to expressly or teach a template being selected based on artist, 
title, or next-up information, applicants submit that claims 5-9 and 15-20 are 
patentable for at least these reasons as well. 

In addition, claims 1 1 and 22 include that the message Is summed with the 
music signal. Walker does not teach a music signal and, therefore, cannot teach this 
element The examiner refers to paragraph [0032], however, a music signal is not 
mentioned in that paragraph. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted 
that the present form of the claims are patentably distinguishable over the art of 
record and that this application is now in condition for allowance. Such action is 

requested. 



Dated: June 6. 2008 



BRINKS HOFER GILSON & LIONE 
P.O. Box 10395 
Chicago, IL 60610 
(734) 302-6000 



Respectfully submitted by, 




Robert K. Fergan 
Reg. No.: 51,674 
Attorney for Applicant 
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